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ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOPMENT 
APPROPRIATIONS FOR 2017 

TUESDAY, MARCH 1, 2016. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY—NATIONAL NUCLEAR SECU-
RITY ADMINISTRATION, WEAPONS AND ACTIVITIES 
AND NUCLEAR NONPROLIFERATION AND NAVAL RE-
ACTORS

WITNESSES

FRANK KLOTZ, ADMINISTRATOR FOR NUCLEAR SECURITY, DEPART-
MENT OF ENERGY 

ANNE HARRINGTON, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR FOR DEFENSE NU-
CLEAR NONPROLIFERATION, DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

BRIGADIER GENERAL S.L. DAVIS, ACTING DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR 
FOR DEFENSE PROGRAMS, DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

ADMIRAL JAMES FRANK CALDWELL, JR., DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR 
FOR OFFICE OF NAVAL REACTORS, DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Mr. SIMPSON. I would like to call this hearing to order and good 
afternoon, everyone. Administrator Klotz, I would like to welcome 
you to your second appearance before the Subcommittee to testify 
on the budget request for the National Nuclear Security Adminis-
tration, which includes programs that sustain our nation’s nuclear 
weapons stockpile, advance U.S. nuclear nonproliferation goals, 
and support the nuclear Navy. 

Admiral Caldwell, I would like to thank you for your service to 
this country and welcome you to your first appearance before this 
Subcommittee. Since the Director of Naval Reactors serves an 8- 
year term, we look forward to having you this year and many years 
to come. You are probably going to outlast me. I am at that stage 
of life where 8 years is like have we got our plots ready? 

General Davis, I would like also welcome you and thank you for 
your service to the country. This is the second time you have testi-
fied before the Subcommittee, but the first in your new capacity as 
the Acting Director of Defense Programs. 

Ms. Harrington, I welcome you back. I believe we may have actu-
ally lost count of the number of times you testified before this Sub-
committee. The expertise you bring to the table is incredibly valu-
able and we thank you for your continued dedication to the non-
proliferation programs. 

The President’s Budget Request for the National Nuclear Secu-
rity Administration is $12.9 billion, an increase of $357 million, or 
2.9 percent above last year’s level. Since the overall budget cap set 
by the Bipartisan Budget Control Act are flat compared to last 
year’s level, the increases requested for defense activities for NNSA 
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will need to compete with other important defense programs across 
the federal government. 

Within the NNSA budget request itself, that same competition 
for resources is evident. The Administration’s nuclear moderniza-
tion plans continue to exert large pressures on available funds. 
Weapons Activities has increased by $357 million and Naval Reac-
tors is increased by $45 million, while Nonproliferation activities 
are decreased by $132 million. 

We hope to hear more from you today on the prioritization in 
your budget request and how you intend to accomplish the mod-
ernization activities that are need to extend the life of our nuclear 
deterrent within a constrained budget environment. 

Please ensure for the hearing record that responses to the ques-
tions for the record and any supporting information requested by 
the Subcommittee are delivered in final form to us no later than 
4 weeks from the time you receive them. I also ask that if Members 
have additional questions they would like to submit to the Sub-
committee for the record that they please do so by close of business 
on Thursday. 

With those opening comments I would like to yield to our Rank-
ing Member, Ms. Kaptur, for any opening comments that she would 
like to make. 

[The information follows:] 
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Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Welcome. 
Certainly General Klotz, Admiral Caldwell, Miss Harrington, and 
General Davis, we appreciate your appearing before the sub-
committee this afternoon. And since this subcommittee last met to 
review the National Nuclear Security Administration Budget, the 
world continues to see challenges in disparate areas of our globe. 
It is through that lens that we must assess our strategic future, in-
cluding importantly, nuclear security. 

The possession of nuclear weapons bring an awesome responsi-
bility, and no one knows that more than you do. Still nuclear weap-
ons serve as only one component of our national nuclear strategy. 
The NNSA nonproliferation program also plays an essential role in 
securing nuclear material globally and provides a rare, though ad-
mittedly recently more limited look into the Russian nuclear pro-
gram.

Congress, and this subcommittee in particular, must balance the 
need to maintain our nuclear weapons stockpile with the impor-
tance of reducing global vulnerabilities through nonproliferation ef-
forts. And additionally the tremendous amount of money spent on 
nuclear capabilities compels a sharp attention to ensuring financial 
responsibility. The NNSA makes up a sizeable portion of this sub-
committee’s bill with nuclear weapons and Naval Reactors rep-
resenting 83 percent of NNSA’s total budget. Mindful of the many 
needs of our Nation this subcommittee must ensure precious re-
sources are provided as part of a coherent strategy. Further, the 
NNSA must demonstrate a continued ability to better manage 
projects, particularly in the weapons account. 

I remain concerned about repeated and astonishing cost in-
creases and schedule delays that plague the NNSA. The nuclear 
deterrent is too important and resources too precious to waste 
funds pursuing unnecessary or unrealistic proposals. While NNSA 
has made progress toward more rigorous project and financial man-
agement, much work remains as you well know. 

We look forward to our discussion today. 
Mr. Chairman, I thank you for yielding the time. And thank you 

all for being here. 
Mr. SIMPSON. And I understand, Administrator, you have the 

opening statement and you are going to do one. 
Mr. KLOTZ. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SIMPSON. And the others were submitted for the record, is 

that correct? 
Mr. KLOTZ. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SIMPSON. The time is yours. 
Mr. KLOTZ. Okay. Thank you, sir. Chairman Simpson, Ranking 

Member Kaptur, and members of the subcommittee, thank you for 
the opportunity to present the President’s Fiscal Year 2017 Budget 
Request for the Department of Energy’s National Nuclear Security 
Administration. We have provided you a written statement and re-
spectfully request that it be submitted for the record. 

We value this committee’s leadership in national security as well 
as its robust and abiding support for the missions and for the peo-
ple of the NNSA. Our budget request, which comprises more than 
40 percent of DOE’s overall budget is $12.9 billion, an increase of 
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nearly $357 million or 2.9 percent over the fiscal year 2016 enacted 
level.

The budget request continues the Administration’s unwavering 
commitment to NNSA’s important and enduring missions. These 
missions are defined in the NNSA Strategic Vision, which we re-
leased at the end of last year. They include to maintain a safe, se-
cure, and effective nuclear weapons stockpile; to prevent, counter, 
and respond to the threat of nuclear proliferation and nuclear ter-
rorism; and, to support the capability of our nuclear powered Navy 
to project power and to protect American and Allied interests 
across the globe. 

To succeed, NNSA must maintain cross cutting capabilities that 
enable each core mission, again as defined in our Strategic Vision. 
These cross cuts focus on advancing science, technology, and engi-
neering, supporting our people, and modernizing our infrastruc-
ture, and developing a management culture focused on safety, secu-
rity, and efficiency, adopting the best practices and use across the 
government and in the commercial world. If you would like, I 
would also be pleased to provide a copy of this document to the 
subcommittee for the record. 

[A copy of the NNSA Strategic Vision follows:] 
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Mr. KLOTZ. The budget materials and briefings we have provided 
describe NNSA’s major accomplishments in the calendar year 2015, 
as well as the underlying rationale for our budget proposal for fis-
cal year 2017. Let me just briefly highlight a few points here. 

First and foremost, the United States has maintained a safe, se-
cure, and effective nuclear weapons stockpile without nuclear ex-
plosive testing for over 20 years. NNSA’s fiscal year 2017 budget 
request continues a steady increase in the Weapons Activity appro-
priation. And in fact, this account has increased more than 40 per-
cent since the fiscal year 2010 budget request. As a result of the 
funding provided by this Congress and supported by this sub-
committee, and the significant improvements NNSA has made in 
program management over the past two to three years, all of our 
life extension programs are now on schedule and within budget. 

NNSA’s science and technology base also continues to yield crit-
ical modeling and simulation data and deploy increasingly capable 
high performance computing in support of stockpile stewardship. 
Last year, for example, the National Ignition Facility at Lawrence 
Livermore National Laboratory in California increased its shot 
rate—that is the number of experiments that it does—from 191 in 
2014 to 357 in 2015, almost doubling the shot rate, including the 
first-ever experiments at NIF using plutonium. 

Our budget request also supports the recapitalization of NNSA’s 
aging research and production infrastructure. Most notably the fa-
cilities where we perform our major uranium, plutonium, tritium, 
and other commodity operations. Of significance, NNSA completed 
the first subproject, titled Site Readiness, for the Uranium Proc-
essing Facility on time and under budget. 

This year’s request for the Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation ac-
count is 6.8 percent lower than the fiscal year 2016 enacted level 
for two reasons. First, prior year carry over balances are available 
to execute several programs in this mission space. And second, we 
propose terminating the mixed oxide, or MOX Fuel Fabrication Fa-
cility project and pursuing a dilute and dispose approach as a fast-
er, cheaper path to meeting our national commitment and inter-
national agreement to dispose of 34 metric tons of excess weapons 
grade plutonium. 

The request for our third appropriations, the Naval Reactors pro-
grams, keeps pace with mission needs and continues NNSA’s com-
mitment to the three major initiatives undertaken by NR: The 
OHIO-Class Reactor Plant System development, the land-based 
S8G Prototype refueling overhaul taking place in upstate New 
York, and the spent fuel handling recapitalization project in Idaho. 
For each of these missions, NNSA is driving improvements in man-
agement and governance. For all of our programs, we have insti-
tuted rigorous analysis of alternatives, defining clear lines of au-
thority and accountability for Federal and contractor program and 
project management, improved cost and scheduled performance, 
and ensure that Federal project directors and contracting officers 
have the appropriate skill mix and professional certifications to ef-
fectively manage NNSA’s work. 

Our budget request for the fourth appropriation, that is Federal 
Salaries and Expenses, reflects an increasing emphasis on improv-
ing program and project management across all our mission pillars. 
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So, in closing, the nuclear security enterprise continues to make 
significant progress, although as the Ranking Member pointed out, 
there is still work to be done. Through discipline, careful planning, 
consistent funding, and your continued strong support, we believe 
we can make smart investments to build on that progress and to 
meet new challenges in the future. 

So, again, thank you for the opportunity to appear before you 
today. We all look forward to answering any questions you may 
have.

[The information follows:] 
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Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, Administrator Klotz. Ms. Kaptur. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. General Klotz, I have a 

question relating to weapons dismantlement. And the budget re-
quest includes a significant increase for weapons dismantlement, 
something you have not typically supported, at least at this level. 
And I understand that some of this increase is due to Secretary 
Kerry’s announcement to accelerate dismantlement by 20 percent. 
What benefits does this increase bring to the budget, to the work-
force, and are there benefits beyond simply dismantling more 
weapons?

Mr. KLOTZ. Thank you. That is an extraordinarily good question. 
We have all along been continuing a dismantlement program to 
dismantle all those weapons that were retired prior to the year 
2009 by the year 2022. Last year, for instance, in fiscal year 2016 
the Congress enacted $52 million to continue dismantlement activi-
ties which take place both at the Pantex Plant in Amarillo, Texas 
and at Y–12 in Oak Ridge, Tennessee. 

As you rightly pointed out, Secretary Kerry committed the Ad-
ministration to seeking a 20 percent increase in the funding that 
we do for dismantlement, therefore our request for 2017 is roughly 
$69 million. So a significant increase. 

In addition to allowing us to complete or meet our pledge to dis-
mantle all those weapons that were retired before the year 2009, 
it will allow us to do that a year earlier. But in addition to doing 
that, it will allow us to hire more staff at Pantex. We estimate that 
we will need to hire between 35 to 40 people at Pantex to do this 
increased workload. We will also need to hire an additional 10 peo-
ple we estimate, at Y–12 to do this work. So once we have these 
people on board at both of those sites, they have gotten their secu-
rity clearances, they understand how to the processes work at both 
plants, if the need arises elsewhere at Pantex or Y–12 for other 
work that we do, and we do work for all three of our mission pil-
lars, particularly at Y–12, then those individuals will be ideally 
suited. So we also see it as a way of starting to build that next gen-
eration of workforce, both at Pantex and Y–12. 

Did you want to add anything to that? 
General DAVIS. No, sir. I will just simply add that these weapons 

will never be returned to the field in their current condition so dis-
mantling them also gives us some strategic materials that we can 
use in our other life extension programs. So it also provides that 
role.

Mr. KLOTZ. Even though a weapon has been retired, we continue 
to have to ensure the safety and security of those retired weapons. 
So I used to be in the same uniform as General Davis, and the last 
thing as a commander you want to do is have things sitting around 
your base that you do not need anymore. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Do you have an estimate of the numbers of those 
weapons that will be dismantled? 

Mr. KLOTZ. We would have to tell you the specific numbers in a 
different setting. We would be happy to do that. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. 
Mr. KLOTZ. Yes, we do have a chart that lays all that out. So we 

will share that with you. 
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Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. And just one other question on domestic 
uranium enrichment, General. Your fiscal year 2016 budget re-
quest included $100 million to continue operating uranium enrich-
ment centrifuges that were constructed as part of a joint dem-
onstration with the United States Enrichment Corporation, or 
USEC, now known as CENTRUS. You now do not believe that this 
effort is worth supporting, so I have three little questions. What 
changed in the intervening year, when will we require a domestic 
capability for tritium needs, and thirdly, I understand that given 
the time horizon you are now considering you may look at tech-
nologies beyond ACP to achieve a domestic enrichment capability. 
How will you make a determination on which technology to use? 

Mr. KLOTZ. Thank you for the question. And if I forget to answer 
one of them, please remind me. 

Ms. KAPTUR. First, what changed in the intervening year? You 
now believe that the effort is not worth supporting. 

Mr. KLOTZ. Well, there is a number of things that were done over 
the past several years. one, in accordance with congressional direc-
tion, and also direction within the executive branch interagency, we 
embarked upon a very serious accounting of the current and future 
availability of low-enriched uranium, highly enriched uranium, and 
tritium to meet our defense needs. We also took a look at analysis 
of the various types of technology there were to produce all three 
of these commodities. 

And then we also took a look at the preliminary cost and sched-
ule estimates of what it would take to build—the Secretary re-
ferred to it this morning—as a national security train of centrifuges 
at Piketon. One of the things that was revealed as we did this in-
ventory of uranium is we were able to find additional uranium that 
could be used to meet our defense needs, whether it is in the pro-
duction of tritium or for Naval Reactors or for the weapons pro-
gram. So the need that we had—— 

Mr. SIMPSON. Would the Ranking Member yield for just a sec-
ond?

Ms. KAPTUR. I would be very happy to. 
Mr. SIMPSON. When you say you were able to find extra amounts 

of this material, is this just laying around? Don’t we keep track of 
this?

Mr. KLOTZ. Yes. There are various types of uranium that are in 
a form which might not be readily usable in the way in which we 
have traditionally done it. For instance, leftover materials that we 
are using at Y–12, if you are doing a cost analysis of whether you 
want to build a whole capability enriched uranium, or invest the 
money in taking this uranium that might otherwise have been un-
economical to use for these purposes, the cost curves drive you to 
the point it might be less expensive to develop the capability to use 
that uranium. 

Mr. SIMPSON. So it is not that you found this uranium in the 
back of the shed—— 

Mr. KLOTZ. No, sir. 
Mr. SIMPSON [continuing]. That you did not know was there? 
Mr. KLOTZ. No, sir. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Okay. 
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Mr. KLOTZ. And so there is cost associated with that. And in the 
out years, we will show those costs of what it takes to develop that 
uranium and downblend it for the purposes that we need to use it 
for.

So in any event, given the fact that the need for this uranium— 
or the need for it to have to use or develop a capability of using 
only U.S. technology to enrich uranium got pushed out to roughly 
2040. So we used the cascade, the 100–120 large centrifuges that 
were in Piketon, for several years to basically do a proof of concept 
to do the research and development for these large centrifuges 
which are there. In our assessment, we have now obtained all the 
data that we need on how to at this point from the facility at 
Piketon. There is still work that we will continue to do on the large 
centrifuges at Oak Ridge in Tennessee and the K1600 facility that 
is there, another facility located in Oak Ridge. And we feel that 
will allow us to continue to learn what we need to learn until such 
time as we need to build out a large national security train to do 
domestic uranium enrichment with U.S. only technology. 

In the meantime, we have also—— 
Ms. KAPTUR. You are saying it is after 2040? 
Mr. KLOTZ. That is when we will have the need for that, so we 

would have to—and I would have to get you the specific dates when 
we would have to start thinking about developing that. 

And you are right, now that we have the opportunity to do that 
we also want to consider the possibility of using smaller centrifuges 
to get to the same objective. And we will do that work at Oak Ridge 
as well. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Fleischmann. 
Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I want to 

thank each and every one of the witnesses for being here today and 
for your outstanding service to our great Nation. 

General Klotz, it is always good to see you, sir. Before I begin 
my questions I do think congratulations are in order for the entire 
NNSA team. It was reported I believe last week that the comple-
tion of the dismantlement of the retired W69 warhead at Y–12 is 
complete. Thank you very much. That is the way it is supposed to 
work.

My first question to you is usually about the same subject, this 
Uranium Processing Facility. The UPF at Y–12 is obviously very 
important to me and I think to our country and its national de-
fense. Will you please give an update on the status of the design 
process and any details that you can give us on the status of the 
project as we ramp up for construction? And, specifically, what do 
you plan to accomplish in fiscal year 2017, sir? 

Mr. KLOTZ. Thank you very much. And I think the Secretary 
showed you a chart this morning in the course of the hearing which 
lays out, I think, in great detail the approach that we are taking 
for constructing a uranium processing facility, the objective of 
which is to get us out of Building 9212, which you visited many 
times, sir, at the Y–12 complex by the year 2025 at a cost cap of 
$6.5 billion. 

So what we have done, again, at one point we were thinking 
about building a big box to house everything that was in that facil-
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ity and move it in. And as a result of ideas that were conceived in 
the NNSA and DOE and thoroughly studied by a red team, chaired 
by Dr. Thom Mason, who is the director of Oak Ridge National 
Laboratory, we have now come up with what is known as the mod-
ular approach, where we are segregating various activities that 
need to be performed to process uranium by hazard category and 
by security category, placing them in different buildings. And of 
course, there is a different cost structure associated with the level 
of security and the level of safety that you have to achieve. 

The first subproject under the redesigned approach was called 
the Site Readiness subproject. I had the great pleasure of joining 
you when we cut the ribbon on the completion of that last year. 
Again, as I said in my opening statement, under budget and on 
time.

We are now in the midst of work related to the site infrastruc-
ture and services subproject, which will continue to prepare us for 
the actual construction of the UPF facility once we are ready to do 
that. The project is actually under way, will cost about $78 million, 
and we expect to complete that in April of 2018. So a lot of the 
work in 2017 will be devoted to that. 

We are also continuing the process of the design for the three 
main facilities, two of which are nuclear facilities, the mechanical 
and electrical building, the salvage and accountability building, 
and the main process building. So that will also continue over the 
course of the next several years. And we will also be getting ready 
to do the next two major subprojects, one called Electrical Sub-
station and also one called Site Preparation and Long Lead Pro-
curement.

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Thank you, sir. I would like to ask you a 
question about high-risk facilities. I was pleased to see that 
NNSA’s budget request increased funding for the high-risk excess 
facilities.

Would you please explain what can be accomplished over the 
next few years, especially and specifically at Alpha 5, at Y–12, de-
scribed as the worst of the worst? 

Mr. KLOTZ. Well, one of the things that we do have in this budg-
et, Congressman, is we put in some additional funding to ensure 
the safety and security of Alpha 5 as well as Beta 4, two major fa-
cilities at Y–12 which are no longer in use. However, they still 
exist. Our employees have to go in there from time to time to make 
sure that they are safe and secure and there are risks associated 
with them doing that, risks from fire, contamination, water intru-
sion, and so on. So we had asked for additional money in this par-
ticular budget specifically going to carry out a very structured, dis-
ciplined approach to making sure that we have done the work that 
is necessary to sustain those buildings for the long-term. 

As I think the Secretary testified this morning, one of his direc-
tives that we are carrying out, not only at NNSA, but at the other 
parts of the DOE, is to arrest the growth of deferred maintenance. 
One of the things I learned in my time in the military is in an era 
of constrained budgets, the first dollar will always go to mission 
and to people. And the dollars that are necessary to sustain infra-
structure, to do repairs, whether it is roads or facilities, always 
gets pushed to the right; it gets deferred. And there is a tendency 
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to want to take risk in that area. Well, at some point you can only 
take risk for so long until you get to a tipping point, and literally, 
at places like Y–12, the ceiling starts to cave in which will shut 
down operations for extended periods of time. 

So with the support of the Congress, last year in the 2016 en-
acted budget, we were able to basically hold the level of growth in 
NNSA’s deferred maintenance to level. And then there will be a 
slight downturn in the overall level of deferred maintenance which 
quite frankly right now is at $3.7 billion for the NNSA. 

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, I will yield back 
to round two. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Frelinghuysen. 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Gentleman and Miss Harrington, we had 

Secretary Mabus in this morning and Admiral Richardson, CNO, 
and so I would like to get some sort of updates on your character-
ization of where we stand, Admiral Caldwell, with the OHIO-class 
subs. This Committee makes substantial investments, and obvi-
ously they are matched on the Department of Defense side. Where 
are we? 

Admiral CALDWELL. Yes, sir. First off, sir, thanks for the ques-
tion and thanks for the great support that Naval Reactors has en-
joyed from this subcommittee. It has enabled us to be successful 
and it will be important to our future success. 

My responsibility for OHIO-Class replacement is the design and 
the way ahead in the engine room and the reactor plants. The sim-
ple answer is we are on a great track. We are on track to support 
the Navy’s goals. And the Navy’s goals are to start construction of 
that national asset in 2021, to complete that construction in 2028, 
and send that ship to sea in 2031. Now that is a fairly aggressive 
timeline for construction. We are building a ship that is about two 
and a half times the size of Virginia, and we are going to do it in 
seven years, the same time span to build the first VIRGINIA-class 
submarine.

On the Naval Reactors side, this year and with the support of 
the subcommittee’s past support to us, we are moving forward on 
the system component and equipment designs, and final designs 
that will allow us to do heavy equipment procurement in fiscal year 
2019.

Two other big portions in this are the development of the electric 
drive system, which we will get to a full-scale testing at the end 
of fiscal year 2017. That will be a very important milestone. And 
then the other big component in OHIO-Class replacement is the 
life of the ship fuel. That ship will be loaded with fuel once and 
will last over 40 years without ever refueling. And we are on a 
great track to do that and start manufacturing the core in about 
fiscal year 2019. And it will take about five years to develop that 
core.

So, again, thanks to your success we are on a great path to meet 
the Navy’s timeline and our fiscal year 2017 budget submission al-
lows us to continue that path. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. This Committee under Chairman Simpson, 
and certainly on the defense side, we are supportive, but there are 
some pretty extraordinary costs involved here. How do you stay on 
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top of some of those costs and what is the estimate for the first 
OHIO-class Replacement sub? It is pretty high. 

Admiral CALDWELL. Well, the first will be on the order of about 
$9 billion and follow up about $5 billion. Those figures are being, 
you know, looked at closely. In regards to the design work that I 
am responsible for, the total bill is about $1.7 billion on the DOE 
side, and that enables me to do all of this design that gets the elec-
tric drive to provide the stealth that we need to operate this class 
out into 2080, and allows us to do the detailed design work to de-
velop this life of the ship core. That is not a trivial undertaking. 
But we are on an excellent path with periodic program updates to 
meet. My staff is out providing the regulatory oversight and the 
management oversight to make sure that these projects are on 
track. We are very involved. And I think, again, thanks to the sup-
port of the Committee, the fiscal year 2017 budget is going to allow 
us to continue that. So we are exactly where we need to be on the 
Naval Reactors side. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. A few years ago—and I do not include you 
in the group—people were rather dismissive of what the Russians 
are doing and the Chinese are doing, like whatever they had in the 
way of subs could never match our capabilities. But in reality we 
find in open sources Russians ginning up their game. They have, 
you know, some pretty extraordinary capabilities. I assume the 
Chinese are not slowing down their building of subs, both nuclear 
and diesel. 

Any observations besides, obviously, the Navy’s view that you 
will always have overwhelming superiority? Is there any recogni-
tion, especially since we made two VIRGINIA subs every year? We 
want to continue that. But the end product we are looking at in 
terms of the replacement, whether that will be a match for the fu-
ture, for future situations. 

Admiral CALDWELL. A couple of thoughts on that, sir. First off, 
I think what you are seeing in Russia and China is the under-
standing that a Navy brings value to their national interest, a 
strong Navy in particular. And they have also seen the advantage 
of an undersea Navy. You see Russia developing highly capable 
submarines in smaller numbers, and you have certainly seen China 
develop larger numbers of submarines. Our responsibility in the 
Navy is to understand the capabilities that are out there in the 
world and to make sure that our capabilities are overmatched, or 
that we overmatch that capability. And I think we are on a great 
path to do that with the VIRGINIA-class submarines and the abil-
ity to modernize those throughout their life. The OHIO-Class re-
placement design was undertaken with understanding the chal-
lenges that she will face over her life, including stealth weapons re-
quirements, the reliability, the endurance, all of those things 
factored in. And, again, I think we are on a great path to deliver 
exactly what the Nation needs on schedule. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Thank you for exuding that confidence. 
Maybe just put in a plug, I understand that the Washington Car-
rier group is out there on maneuvers. Is that right? Was that the 
aircraft carrier we were going to retire? So now it is up and run-
ning?
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Admiral CALDWELL. It is back on the East Coast, sir, and it will 
be refueled starting next year. We were able to, due to some great 
work with support by our DOE labs, and Naval Reactors which en-
abled a carrier swap that positioned the Ronald Reagan as the for-
ward deployed carrier in Japan. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. We have got to get moving on the forward 
too. Thank you. 

Admiral CALDWELL. And we already are, sir. 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Okay, good. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. SIMPSON. I hate to do this, but we have nine minutes to vote. 

We have started actually trying to constrain it to the time allowed 
so the first vote doesn’t go on for 45 minutes. So we are going to 
have to leave for just a minute, if you could stay around. I think 
we have two votes, is that right? We have two votes and will be 
back right after that. I would encourage Members to come back as 
soon after that second vote as we can so that we don’t have these 
ladies and gentlemen sitting around all day when they have impor-
tant work to do. We will be recessed for a few minutes. 

[Recess.]
Mr. SIMPSON. We will be back in order. 
Representative Roybal-Allard. 
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Deputy Administrator Harrington, last year 

you spoke to the merits of the Nuclear Smuggling Detection and 
Deterrence program, which is at the core of our strategy to deter, 
detect, and interdict illicit international trafficking in special nu-
clear and other radioactive materials. In the fiscal year 2016 budg-
et hearing you explained that the reason for the roughly 6 percent 
decrease in a funding cut from fiscal year 2015 was due to the suc-
cess of the program and the ability for our partners to be self-sus-
tainable and take responsibility of their own operations and main-
tenance. This year’s request is nearly level to the fiscal year 2016 
enacted level even as there have been reported cases of radiological 
material going missing in recent years, including most recently in 
Iraq.

Are you confident that the current funding levels will reinforce 
our global nuclear security infrastructure in the face of today’s 
threats? And how does the NNSA help ensure that its self-sustain-
able partners are preserving the high standard for detecting radio-
active materials that the NNSA holds? 

Ms. HARRINGTON. Thank you very much for your question. Yes, 
the Nuclear Smuggling Detection and Deterrence program is key to 
our counter-nuclear smuggling efforts. We have a high degree of 
confidence in the capabilities of the program, in part because we 
continually are reviewing and realigning where necessary. 

We have gone through two strategic reviews in the last 4 years. 
And one of the conclusions from those reviews is that depending on 
the geographic and other considerations that we have to take into 
account, diversifying the technologies, not just the fixed detectors, 
but mobile vans, backpacks, handheld detectors, have to be de-
signed as part of an overall suite of capabilities. Included in that 
suite of capabilities is our collaboration with both the law enforce-
ment communities in the countries where we work as well as intel-
ligence communities, all of which contribute to a multilayered de-
fense.
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You talked about sustainability. That is absolutely key and, if 
anything, it is the dog and not the tail of this whole effort because 
it is the ongoing commitment with each of these countries, their 
ability to work effectively with their neighbors and within their re-
gions that actually builds the global ring of security. So we pay a 
great deal of attention to that. 

And what we never intend to do is simply build a capability and 
then drop it and walk away. We build networks to sustain profes-
sional interaction among these capabilities and to provide con-
tinuing education, if you will, training, and updating, both of skills 
and equipment. We are moving more into doing a variety of table-
top and field exercises to really push the limits even more. 

I hope that answers your question. 
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. How do you prioritize which countries to 

work with and what sorts of factors do you look at when consid-
ering new partnerships? And what new countries do you expect to 
partner with in fiscal year 2017? 

Ms. HARRINGTON. So the prioritization of countries I can speak 
about generally, but as you surely appreciate, a number of our con-
siderations would be classified, but we could give you a more de-
tailed briefing on what some of those considerations are. Clearly, 
the presence of established smuggling routes, the presence of nu-
clear and radiological materials, the stability of the country or re-
gions in which we see these materials, and other elements are part 
of a package of considerations that we take into account in our se-
lection process. 

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Okay, thank you. 
Administrator Klotz, the Stewardship Science Academic Alliances 

Program and the site stewardship Minority Serving Institutions 
Partnerships Program were consolidated into one program in fiscal 
year 2016. This action was taken to improve the effectiveness of 
these programs and to encourage additional partnerships among 
minority-serving institutions. 

Can you please provide an update on how this restructuring is 
doing, how the program is specifically working with Hispanic-serv-
ing institutions to get the next generation of Hispanic youth excited 
about the STEM fields, and if you have seen an increase in the 
partnerships of minority serving institutions? 

Mr. KLOTZ. Thank you very much for that question and let me 
take the specific response in terms of the numbers for the record, 
if I could. But just let me underline just how important it is to us 
in the areas in which we have reached out in all regions of the 
United States to bring minority serving institutes into our pro-
grams for internships, for small activities, but also support to var-
ious academic institutions in building curriculum and providing 
scholarships and work opportunities for people in minority serving 
institutes.

Just last year, we developed a program for training students 
from minority serving institutes, largely in the Southeast United 
States for cybersecurity, which we think is going to be one of the 
most important fields not only for NNSA and for the Department 
of Energy, but also for the government and commercial operations 
in general. Everywhere I go I make a point when I visit our sites 
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to meet with the people who support those programs and it is 
something we are absolutely committed to. 

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Do I have time for another question? 
Mr. SIMPSON. Yes. 
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. NNSA’s Radiological Security subprogram 

works to secure certain radioactive sealed sources located in soft 
target sites such as hospital or universities. And this work reduces 
the risk of terrorists acquiring radioactive material that could be 
used to make a dirty bomb. 

The NNSA states that fiscal year 2016 funding will be used to 
complete security upgrades for 95 domestic buildings containing ra-
diological material. For fiscal year 2017 your budget request in-
cludes funding for only 45 buildings. There are 225 additional 
buildings planned to complete security upgrades between fiscal 
year 2018 and 2021. 

Why does the funding request include only 45 buildings and how 
do you plan to complete the 225 remaining requests between fiscal 
year 2018 and 2021? 

Ms. HARRINGTON. Thank you. So, radiological security is a high 
priority for us. The schedule that we have is one that we believe 
is realistic and what we need to emphasize is that all of these 
buildings in the United States meet Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion requirements for licensing these sources in the first place. So 
this is an augmentation above and beyond those baseline commit-
ments.

Part of the shift in funding is an increase in the amount of fund-
ing that we are putting into what we call our alternative tech-
nologies program. And this is a pathway to permanent risk reduc-
tion because there are alternative technologies available, for exam-
ple blood irradiators are often found in hospitals and other organi-
zations and could be replaced by x-ray-based technology, so you do 
not even have to have the source in the facility in the first place. 
So we are trying to encourage both new technology development as 
well as greater utilization of existing technologies to eliminate 
some of these classes of radiological sources altogether. 

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Thank you. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Valadao. 
Mr. VALADAO. Thank you, Chairman. Thank you for your time 

today. I have a couple of questions. 
Ms. Harrington, negotiations on the Joint Comprehensive Plan of 

Action, JCPOA, have concluded and the Department of Energy is 
expected to play some kind of role in implementing a program. 
However, your responsibilities for implementation are unclear. 

Is there any funding in your budget request to support the nu-
clear agreement with Iran? I’m asking the wrong person the ques-
tion, I’m assuming. And, B, what is the role of DOE going forward 
and why should Congress support these particular DOE activities? 

Mr. KLOTZ. Thank you for that question. It is an extraordinarily 
good question. And I believe, as Secretary Moniz testified this 
morning, there are a number of ways in which the Department of 
Energy and NNSA are associated with the Joint Comprehensive 
Plan of Action. 

Probably the most important way in which we are involved is our 
continuing close relationship with the International Atomic Energy 
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Agency, which is headquartered in Vienna. As you know, under the 
JCPOA they have the lion’s share of the responsibility for moni-
toring Iranian compliance with every provision of that agreement. 
As I said, we have a long association with them. We provide train-
ing to their inspectors. In fact, as the Secretary mentioned this 
morning, every IAEA inspector since 1980 has taken a course in 
nuclear material measurement at Los Alamos Laboratory in addi-
tion to professional continuing education and a whole host of areas. 

We also provide technology, electronic seals, tamperproof cam-
eras. There is also a piece of equipment that is being deployed for 
the first time in Iran as part of the JCPOA called the OLEM, the 
Online Enrichment Monitor, which you can fit around a pipe and 
actually measure the enrichment level of uranium gas which is 
flowing through that pipe to ensure that it is not being enriched 
beyond the levels that are permitted under the JCPOA. 

In terms of specific additions to the budget, for the NNSA budg-
et, in addition to that work which we continue to do anyway in 
international safeguards, there is an additional 13 million that we 
are requesting. That will largely go to pay salary and travel for 
those people who are involved in the redesign of the ARAK reactor, 
A–R–A–K reactor, to ensure that it meets our nonproliferation 
goals and cannot be used to produce plutonium, and that we also 
have some additional work in other areas. 

Mr. VALADAO. I am glad you brought up the IAEA. The Govern-
ment Accountability Office recently released a report that states 
the International Atomic Energy Agency, the IAEA, the agency re-
sponsible for verifying and reporting back to the international com-
munity on Iran’s compliance, the quote is, ‘‘faces an inherent chal-
lenge to detecting undeclared nuclear materials and activities.’’ 

Do you believe the verification measures that exist will be suffi-
cient for the IAEA to monitor compliance with the agreement? And 
what will be the greatest challenges, and are there any opportuni-
ties to improve the limitations of current nuclear verification tech-
niques?

Mr. KLOTZ. I do believe that the verification measures that have 
been put in place through the JCPOA are absolutely right for the 
agreement. And, in fact, to be perfectly honest, when we came out 
with the agreement, many of us were very surprised and very im-
pressed with the level of verification that was written into that 
particular agreement. It goes well beyond any other agreement 
that we have struck with the IAEA has. 

As the Secretary mentioned this morning, we essentially will 
monitor every aspect of the Iranian fuel cycle from the mining and 
milling of uranium all the way to its disposition in the end. If there 
is diversion of material to other uses, that is how it will become 
obvious when you see that in how the fuel cycle flows beyond onsite 
inspections, beyond all the technological monitoring that we talked 
about.

Again, as the Secretary said, it is always a challenge to find 
those areas which are at undeclared facilities in large, open spaces. 
We also have very capable American and allied intelligence capa-
bilities that will also be paying attention to that. 

Mr. VALADAO. And just one more on cybersecurity. Mr. Adminis-
trator, as you know, the Department of Energy has experienced a 
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number of data breaches in the past. The data breach last summer 
which involved files held by the Office of Personnel Management 
was a huge failure for the Federal Government. The performance 
measures in your budget request consistently say the cyber pro-
gram is effective. 

What are you doing to protect employees and obviously, most im-
portantly, our national security information? Do you believe that 
the measures put in place thus far are sufficient? 

Mr. KLOTZ. This is one of the greatest challenges I think the Fed-
eral Government faces, whether it is on the executive branch or the 
legislative branch, and also commercial industry faces, and that is 
maintaining the security of its cyber networks and its databases. 
It seems like we always have to work to get one step ahead of what 
the state of the art is for those who would try and penetrate our 
systems. We take this very, very seriously, one for the protection 
of our people and their personal identifying information, to guard 
against the risk of that being compromised and leading to identity 
theft, but also we guard some of the most important secrets that 
the U.S. Government has in the nuclear area. So there is always 
more that can be done. 

Mr. VALADAO. Thank you. Thank you, Chairman. 
Mr. KLOTZ. I might add to that, if I could, one of the initiatives 

that Anne Harrington, I think, has actually spearheaded both for 
the U.S. Government and the international community is to draw 
that connection between the physical protection of nuclear facili-
ties, including civil nuclear plants, and protecting their vulner-
ability to cyberattack. And she has led the charge in getting that 
onto the international agenda of concerns. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Fortenberry. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, good afternoon. I 

want to return to some of the questioning that I had interacted 
with and posed to the Secretary this morning regarding just the ar-
chitecture of our nonproliferation efforts. 

You have a slight decrease in the budget. I need to hear some 
explanation for that please but more than that, is the current con-
struct, the current ecosystem multiagency effort to share informa-
tion, to think critically, to project out what the emerging threats 
will be in this regard so that we are all working toward increasing 
the probability as close to zero as possible of some incident in this 
regard? Are those efforts ongoing? The Secretary and I, as well as 
the chairman had spoken about following up to the March report, 
perhaps with you in another setting to review some of the finer 
points in that regard but in terms of generalities, is the current 
ecosystem of nonproliferation, the cross-agency cooperation, our 
ability to think critically about emerging trends in this regard? Are 
we doing enough? Are we safe? 

To me, everything else that we are doing in the building is incon-
sequential if we do not get this right, frankly. 

Mr. KLOTZ. Thank you and I did watch with rapt attention 
through the miracle of modern communication technology this 
morning and of course, we cannot hold a candle to the Secretary 
in articulating in a clear, concise and compelling way this but let 
me try. On the issue of interagency coordination and you and I 
have discussed this before and we certainly need to have additional 
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discussions. I think at the moment, my personal view is that we 
have very good interaction at the interagency level between the 
various agencies which are responsible for nonproliferation. 

DOE, State Department, Homeland Security, the Intelligence 
Committee, the Department of Defense coordinated by the National 
Security Council which is, by the 1947 law, that is their responsi-
bility to do that. 

But I think there is also something that is unique about the cur-
rent situation. The President made a speech in 2009 in which he 
clearly stated that securing nuclear materials and dealing with the 
threat of nuclear proliferation and the threat of nuclear terrorism 
was a national priority. 

That sort of galvanizing guidance, I think, has seized all of us 
who work in this particular area so we know we should and we can 
work together on that. 

In terms of setting up formal structures, I have often thought 
that communities of interest in which people are drawn together 
because they share a common goal, a common objective, or a com-
mon need to pool resources is one of the greatest motivators in 
terms of making people work together. Did you have any—— 

Ms. HARRINGTON. I would just add very briefly that not only do 
we have a very vibrant interagency process, and one that I would 
have to say works. I was recently involved in an issue that in fact 
involved two separate interagency policy groups and so the White 
House said: ‘‘This is silly, everybody get together in one room. Let’s 
figure out whether we can come to consensus.’’ 

We came to the consensus at the Assistant Secretary level which 
means that we do not have to now bother all the deputies and prin-
cipals with a decision because we were able to broker that at our 
level and that really is the point, to get that engine going and real 
communication on substantive issues, but we also work individ-
ually. For example, the Defense Threat Reduction Agency has been 
a long time partner of ours. Ken Myers will be retiring soon, step-
ping down as the director of that agency. He was in my office yes-
terday so that we could, as our last act together, sign an MOU be-
tween our two organizations on how they will work together into 
the future and coordinate specifically. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Let me ask you this, one of the challenges of 
holding a congressional seat, of being in public office and yours as 
well is to take the legacy of what has been done and try to retrans-
late it in order to meet emerging needs, creativity, entrepreneur-
ship. Have there been gaps identified in the current construct of 
our nonproliferation efforts, as they exist across basically six agen-
cies or are there duplications that, you referenced one there, that 
do not make sense that can be informally addressed? 

This is what I worry about and again, I look forward into going 
deeper into the report that you have appropriately issued last year 
and that may better answer, but to the degree that you can ad-
dress this, I would appreciate it. 

Ms. HARRINGTON. Well I think that one of the issues that we 
would like to come back, for example, and discuss more is emerging 
technologies and some of the other things that we believe we have 
to be prepared to meet flexibly and responsibly in the future. 
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Mr. FORTENBERRY. Yes, there are enrichment technologies, for in-
stance, that are emerging that would make this quite simpler than 
the vast infrastructure that is now required and things of this type 
is exactly what I am talking about. 

Ms. HARRINGTON. Correct. 
Mr. KLOTZ. Additive manufacturing is another area that both has 

enormous promise for allowing us to do a lot of our activities less 
expensively, faster, by cutting down how long it takes to develop 
a prototype, but by the same token, there is another side of that 
coin which we can discuss when we get together. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. The Secretary proposed, and I gave this ex-
ample, that with the advent and the movement towards small mod-
ular reactors that this technology is suddenly smaller, scalable, 
duplicatable more readily. Now he, you know how he is, he is very 
respectful and polite and he countered the argument by suggesting 
that that actually takes away the need for advanced enrichment ca-
pabilities that could be diverted toward more improper purposes 
but nonetheless, it is the broader problem of advancing technology 
without there being any singular controlling entity, I think leaves 
us vulnerable. 

Ms. HARRINGTON. I was actually really happy that you raised 
that question. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Oh, good. 
Ms. HARRINGTON. Because we have a very close working relation-

ship with the Nuclear Energy Office, which, as you know, has the 
lead for advancing small modular reactor competitiveness and de-
sign in the United States so in 2014, we sat down and looked at 
these reactors and said: ‘‘Well that is great, but why do we not do 
a study on the implications for safeguards and security of these 
new designs?’’ And so we have that study and we would be happy 
to share it with you and the good news out of the study is that it 
does not create additional problems compared to existing reactors 
and in some cases, particularly for the models that are intended for 
placement underground, subsurface designs, it actually adds to the 
security so we would be happy to—— 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Yes, please. 
Ms. HARRINGTON. But we tried to, within the Department, to 

bring all those streams together and do the thinking as a group. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. One more quick question, Mr. Chairman. In 

that regard, who drives that narrative? You rightly pointed out the 
President’s projection of policy, his vision and I completely agree. 

In fact, I was one of about 15 members who were invited to the 
White House very early on, we all rode on a bus and we could not 
figure out what was the binding narrative between us because it 
was people from all types of philosophical dispositions. We finally 
figured it out, in fact Senator Markey told me because he was on 
the bus, that this is everyone who voted against the India Civil Nu-
clear Trade Deal so there was only a handful of us. 

So I want to commend the President for this because this was 
important work to reestablish this ideal for the international com-
munity that at least gathering loose, unsecured material was some-
thing that we could all do and then it is a gateway to the broader 
considerations about nuclear security worldwide. 
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But in terms of specific emerging technology and who drives the 
culture of the policy discussion on that? Do you do it? Does the Na-
tional Security Council do it? Does it happen organically, infor-
mally? Is there a hierarchy of process here? I am curious so— 
should I do it? 

Mr. KLOTZ. The answer to all of that is yes, all of the above. It 
is a community of interest; there truly is a community of interest 
that involves not just those agencies of which we are a part of that 
have an abiding interest in these issues. 

It involves interested members of Congress and their staff. It in-
volves the Non-Governmental Organizations, the NGOs, some of 
whom are sitting here who drive the thinking, the thoughts, the 
ideas forward in ways in which we can make the world a safer 
place with respect to nuclear proliferation and terrorism. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. And you are satisfied that that collaborative 
process, without a strict hierarchy, if you will, actually is the right, 
proper, robust mechanism by which the spectrum of emerging 
threats or the ability to think constructively and creatively about 
what we are doing that is leaving us potentially vulnerable, what 
could be updated, what could be let go of, what could be created 
is actually occurring, you are confident with this process? 

Ms. HARRINGTON. Yes. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. All right, thank you. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Before I forget, could you get a copy of that report 

to all the members of the Committee? 
Mr. KLOTZ. This report here? 
Mr. SIMPSON. Yes, sir. 
Mr. KLOTZ. Yes, sir. I am happy to do that. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. Admiral Caldwell, your budget request 

reports that the Legacy Spending Fuel Facility will have to operate 
for another 5 to 12 years after the new facility comes online in 
order to provide spending fuel examination capabilities. Why were 
the examination capabilities not included in the design of the new 
facility? Naval Reactors was working with the Office of Nuclear En-
ergy on a partnership for the new spent fuel examination facility, 
those plans have not been advanced. What is the status of this ef-
fort and could a joint project meet the needs of both programs? 

Admiral CALDWELL. I will answer the first part, sir, and then I 
might come back to just drill in a little bit on the second one so 
that I am clearly answering your question. The Spent Fuel Han-
dling Project is designed to replace a 55-year-old facility in the ex-
tended core facility that is out in Idaho. 

That facility is aging, it has some infrastructure challenges 
there. It could limit our ability to do what the Navy needs in terms 
of receiving, packaging, and interim storage of spent fuel and addi-
tionally, it cannot accommodate the longer fuel that we processed 
that comes out of the NIMITZ-Class carriers so we are on a steady 
drumbeat of refueling the NIMITZ-Class carriers so that they can 
get out to their roughly 50 year lifetime. 

So we have been trying to do this for a number of years but due 
to budget shortfalls, we were never able to undertake it. Now 
thanks to the support of this subcommittee, we have been able to 
move out on the plan to recapitalize that expended core facility and 



62

we decided to do that in phases. The phasing was necessary to fit 
within the budget constraints that we had to deal with. 

I think it is important also to understand that there are several 
aspects of work that go on at the expended core facility today. One 
is that receipt, handling and packaging of spent naval fuel for in-
terim storage. The other is to take expended cores from reactor 
plants and go do analysis. That analysis is very important because 
it allows us to prove and understand whether all of our design con-
siderations play out exactly the way we wanted them to. We 
learned a lot essentially. We also do examinations of materials that 
are tested in the advanced test reactor. We have materials that we 
want to use in future cores. We eradiate them in a flux reactor and 
we analyze what happens to those and that allows us to build 
things for the future. 

A great example there is the OHIO-Class replacement fuel. All 
of that research and study is validated by what happens and what 
we see in those test samples so the bottom line, sir, is that we ap-
proach this in a phased approach and the phase most important to 
us is to be able to process this NIMITZ-Class fuel because we did 
not want to impact the Navy’s ability to operate the fleet. 

We had to be able to bring the carriers in, offload the fuel and 
through a steady drumbeat, bring that fuel out and process it so 
we are on a path to recapitalize just that one aspect of it first, the 
spent fuel handling, and now we will go, we will start the construc-
tion in 2019 and we will start doing the operations with that longer 
fuel from the NIMITZ-Class in 2024 and then we are also working 
on the next phases of this to go recapitalize those expended core 
analyses and also the work that we need to do in hot cells and the 
work that we need to do to examine samples that we test in the 
advanced test reactor. 

So that is a fairly complicated set of things that we have to do 
but the spent fuel handling is only one phase of it and we are on 
a path to do that. 

Now your other question I believe was is there a partnership and 
I think you mentioned the INL. I just want to make sure that I 
understand that before I launch off on an answer. 

Mr. SIMPSON. You were looking at one time with the Office of 
Nuclear Energy on a partnership for a new spent fuel examination 
facility, but those plans seem to have not progressed. 

Admiral CALDWELL. Well, what we did, sir, we looked at what 
other facilities were around which included some of the facilities 
out at the INL and fundamentally, when we got done with it and 
doing the analysis of different courses of action, this was the best 
course of action for us, because there would be too many modifica-
tions required to existing facilities. 

Mr. SIMPSON. And that goes to the difference in fuel? 
Admiral CALDWELL. The difference in fuel, the difference in 

terms of the amount of things that we have to process. There is a 
lot that goes into it and the existing facilities just could not do 
what we needed to do in terms of production capacity and so this 
is the best course based on the budget that we had and based on 
the outcome we needed to be able to service the Navy’s needs. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Okay. Naval Reactors continues to spend approxi-
mately $130 million per year, approximately 30 percent of your in-
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frastructure budget on the spent fuel management program. The 
Idaho Settlement Agreement requires Naval Reactors to transfer 
all of its spent fuel to dry storage by 2023 and to move all spent 
fuel out of the State by 2035. Since DOE’s overall spent fuel strat-
egy is no longer valid, it has changed substantially over the years 
and the State seems supportive of Nuclear Reactors continued pres-
ence, there may be value in updating the agreement between the 
State of Idaho and the Navy sooner rather than later. What are 
your plans or do you have plans to approach the State of Idaho 
about renegotiation of the settlement agreement. 

Admiral CALDWELL. First off, Mr. Chairman, we are in—every-
thing that I can control within my program is tracking to meet our 
agreement with the State of Idaho. 

Mr. SIMPSON. But it is what you cannot control. 
Admiral CALDWELL. That’s right, sir, the challenge is the Na-

tional Repository for spent fuel and therein lies the challenge. We 
have a program now that takes our spent fuel, prepares it and 
packages it and puts it in interim dry storage which is safe and se-
cure. Also, we are in close discussions, at various times throughout 
the year, reporting to the governor and the State of Idaho that we 
are meeting our responsibilities in terms of our agreement. We are 
going to have to just keep working on that as we go forward. At 
the same time, I think the Nation needs to deal with how we are 
going to handle this spent fuel and until we get there, my responsi-
bility is to do that work safely. If you approve my budget request 
the money that you are giving me in fiscal year 17 will allow me 
to do what I need to do safely to store that in an interim manner, 
while we try to figure out how we are going to go in the long run. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Well, I appreciate that. To tell you the truth, I 
think that the people of Idaho are very supportive of what Naval 
Reactors is doing and I do not hear any complaints, and frankly, 
that is kind of unusual in my line of work and in yours probably. 

Admiral CALDWELL. Sir, no doubt we get great support from the 
State of Idaho and we are very thankful for that and we aim to 
keep it that way. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Well, you do a good job out there and we appre-
ciate that, but at some point and time, this settlement agreement 
that was done, I cannot remember how many years ago, 1995—— 

Admiral CALDWELL. 1995. 
Mr. SIMPSON. So it is what now? Twenty years old, 21 years old? 

Who knows what the future is going to be 20 years from now, you 
know what I mean? You do the best you can and circumstances 
change and at some point in time, the State of Idaho, and I suspect 
all of the States that have had agreements with DOE that are 
older, are going to have to sit down and say, ‘‘Okay, now what do 
circumstances require that we do and still meet the demands of the 
State and the needs of the Federal Government and the Navy and 
others?’’ And that is always a tough thing to do because the people 
in Idaho are insisting that we follow the governor’s agreement to 
the letter of the law. They are the ones who took the governor to 
court trying to overturn that agreement to start with, and now 
they insist that we follow it to the letter and we are down the road 
20 years and circumstances have changed; that is the reality. We 
know they will change over the next 20 years, but I appreciate the 
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work that you have done out in Idaho and you do a great job and 
we look forward to working with you and to complete your mission. 

General Davis, the GAO previously found that because NNSA 
took an extended period of time to prepare a valid cost estimate for 
the B–61 Life Extension Program, that life extension program now 
has a little margin in the schedule left to ensure the U.S. commit-
ments to NATO will be met. 

The new scope for the W–88 refurbishment was approved by the 
Nuclear Weapons Council in November 2014 and the Subcommittee 
still has not been provided the cost estimate. What improvements 
have been made to the way that you estimate life extension pro-
grams? Why has it taken so long to prepare a valid cost estimate 
for the W 88 and will the extended time it has taken to verify the 
cost have an impact on the refurbishment schedule? And do you 
anticipate the W 88 cost to rise significantly above the original cost 
estimates of $.4 billion. 

General DAVIS. Thanks for that question, Congressman. First, 
with regard to the B61–12, that program is currently completing 
its last year of full-scale engineering and development and we are 
on schedule and on budget to produce our first production unit in 
March 2020. 

This year was a good year for the B61–12. We conducted three 
drop tests and we also did compatibility testing with the F15, F16, 
B–2, and F35. In fact, I was able to actually witness the first full- 
scale integration test of the B61–12 out in Tonapah and it went 
very well and while I cannot get into specifics, I will tell you that 
right now we are very happy with where that program is as is the 
Air Force so that is with the B61–12. 

With regard to the W88, essentially through our surveillance pro-
gram, we identified an issue with the conventional high explosive 
where it was not aging as we expected to. In order to make sure 
that that weapon continued to meet its military requirements, we 
made the decision, working through the Nuclear Weapons Council 
that we need to replace that conventional high explosive. Obviously 
that was something that just happened in the last about a year. 
Going through our discipline process, we will come up with a new 
cost estimate, our first cost estimate for that program in September 
of this year and then we will match up the existing Alt 370 Pro-
gram, which was working to put a new arming, fusing, and firing 
capability into that weapon along with the conventional high explo-
sive refresh and we will match up those programs in March of 2017 
in Phase 6.4 which is our production engineering. 

Mr. SIMPSON. In order to make sure that a more affordable de-
sign that meets military requirements was not overlooked, the fis-
cal year 2016 Committee directed the NNSA to conduct an inde-
pendent validation of the alternatives. The NNSA selected for the 
long-range standoff warhead which is in the early stages of devel-
opment. When do you expect the results of that independent vali-
dation to be available? How many alternatives did you consider? 
And were there any that were less expensive than the preferred al-
ternative you are now developing? And do you believe that the 
process the NNSA uses to analyze refurbishment alternatives is 
mature and comprehensive? 
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General DAVIS. Sir, with regard to the legislation, it actually 
asked us to have a JASON-like organization take a look at that. 
We approached the JASONs, they did not feel like this work was 
in their wheelhouse so they directed us to some other folks. We are 
currently in conversations with the MITRE Corporation to perform 
that analysis for us. We expect that to being hopefully later this 
summer.

In terms of the program, I think we, over the last several years, 
have put a lot of discipline into it. When NNSA first stood up, the 
real issue that they had was to figure out how to do this stockpile 
stewardship program. How do we do the hard science to make sure 
that the stockpile is working as it is supposed to without having 
to run testing. 

Our first life extension program was the W76 which is now just 
over 60 percent complete so we are now taking that same rigor that 
we put into the science part of NNSA and we are putting it to the 
program management part. 

To that end, we recently hired, although we have not announced 
the candidate yet, a program executive officer that will oversee all 
of our life extension programs to continue to bring rigor to that 
process.

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, and thanks for the work that you do 
in all of this. I know it is very complicated and important work. 

Ann, your budget request and there are many people on the floor 
who will look at a budget and that is the determination of your 
commitment to a particular subject matter. Your budget request is 
down, how much was it, $132 million from last year. That means 
$132 million less commitment to nonproliferation, according to 
some people. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Tell me why it is down, why the request is down, 
and what the implications of that are in terms of nonproliferation 
so that we can answer those questions on the floor. 

Ms. HARRINGTON. Okay, thank you. The fact that we have 
dropped a few percentage points in the amount of money in the 
budget does not reflect at all any less commitment to nonprolifera-
tion by the Secretary, by the Administrator, by me, or anybody else 
in the organization. But, as you know, we have proposed a different 
path forward for the Mixed Oxide Fuel Fabrication Facility in 
South Carolina, a dilute disposed option. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I think I may have heard something about that 
this morning. 

Ms. HARRINGTON. I would be surprised if you did not, but that 
is a difference of $70 million right there. And then trying to be 
good custodians of our budget, we have some prior year funds, 
which we have not been able to spend out as quickly as we had 
hoped. In our line of business, a lot depends on your foreign part-
ners and their ability to absorb money at the pace that we hoped 
that they can. 

The funds that are in the budget will fully fund the activities 
that we believe we can deliver in 2017, and we have restored in 
the out-years the funding for the program that is implementing 
slower than we had hoped because we fully intend to be able to ful-
fill those commitments. So I think, on balance, we have a good 
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pathway forward. We are not worried about being able to execute 
during 2017 with the funds that we have requested. 

Mr. KLOTZ. Could I just add a little bit to that? 
Mr. SIMPSON. Sure. 
Mr. KLOTZ. Everything Anne said is absolutely right. The good 

news for us last year was that Congress voted an appropriations 
bill for fiscal year 2016, and, of course, we are your biggest cheer-
leaders to get an early appropriations bill this year. 

Mr. SIMPSON. We are going to try. 
Mr. KLOTZ. You have no stronger supporters, Chairman, than for 

that. But there still were budget caps we had to write to build the 
fiscal year 2017 budget. We have a big portfolio that covers a lot 
of different interests and with strong stakeholders behind it. No 
one is more passionately committed to the nonproliferation activi-
ties that we do than myself, than Anne, than the Secretary, but we 
had to make a hard-headed business decision. We had to be able 
to cash-flow everything at fiscal year 2017. When we looked across 
the portfolio, we saw we had these uncosted balances, as the Sec-
retary and Anne have mentioned already, and it just made busi-
ness sense to us to use the money that was in the bank to fund 
these projects in 2017 until we can tackle the fiscal year 2018 and 
beyond as we build the next budget. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Well, I appreciate that and I appreciate the impor-
tant work that you do. And probably nobody appreciates it more 
than Congressman Fortenberry, who has worked on this very 
dedicatedly, and not just from the perspective of looking at the 
exact budget that we have each year to look at, but in the long- 
range overall view of how we address this issue and are we looking 
at it in the right way. I am glad that there is somebody on the 
Committee that takes a real interest in looking at that, so I appre-
ciate that, Congressman. 

And Congresswoman Kaptur. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. General Davis, what is 

Defense Programs doing in the area of additive manufacturing? 
General DAVIS. Well, ma’am, additive manufacturing is a great 

opportunity for Defense Programs in terms of future technologies, 
especially in terms of fabricating pieces and parts at our Kansas 
City National Security Campus. In the past, we would have to send 
stuff out to be manufactured. It would take several months to turn 
around. With additive manufacturing at that location, we can now 
change the forms in a matter of weeks, so it is a great opportunity 
for us to reduce costs. I can tell you, out at Lawrence Livermore, 
they are also doing some groundbreaking work in additive manu-
facturing in terms of how we can use it within the actual design 
of actual components that would go within the nuclear weapons as 
opposed to the nonnuclear components as well. 

Ms. KAPTUR. All right, so those would give you locations? 
General DAVIS. Well, I would say throughout the NNSA enter-

prise, additive manufacturing is being used and, certainly, we are 
pairing all of those labs and plants together to leverage what they 
are learning at the different locations to get the maximum effect. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Theoretically, in the future, could additive manufac-
turing actually serve to compromise security in any way? 
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General DAVIS. Well, certainly one of the challenges with addi-
tive manufacturing is that, right now, it takes a lot of skill and ex-
pertise to build certain components within the weapons that we 
use. Once you get additive manufacturing, really the secret sauce 
is in the design, and those designs are held on computers, so cer-
tainly cybersecurity is an important element to protecting those in 
the future, so there is certainly some hard science that still goes 
into the work. Certainly protecting the cyber elements of the design 
is important, and then also there is some unique technologies that 
NNSA is developing in this area. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Yes, please, Ms. Harrington. 
Ms. HARRINGTON. So it might not surprise you that General 

Davis’ group and my group are working together on this issue, 
looking at how to maximize the utilization of this important emerg-
ing technology but still protect it, develop classification guidance so 
that we know within the complex how we can responsibly use it. 
So we are, again, very focused on those issues and have a great 
team working together to come up with a solution. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Without getting into too much detail, I would as-
sume the areas of technology that you are particularly interested 
in, you prefer not to say. 

Ms. HARRINGTON. We could come back and talk about that. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Okay. All right, thank you. 
Admiral Caldwell, could you give us an update on the study of 

the feasibility of using low-enriched uranium in naval reactors that 
was required in the fiscal year 2016 Defense Authorization bill and 
funded at a level of $5 million in the appropriations bill? 

Admiral CALDWELL. Yes, ma’am. We completed an initial report 
over a year ago that just laid out the high-level concerns or things 
that we would have to deal with in a low-enriched uranium type 
program, and as directed in the NDAA for 2016, we have a draft, 
conceptual study to answer Congress’ question about this par-
ticular issue. That report is in routing for approval, and I can give 
you some sense of where we are on that. 

I think the first thing I would tell you is that from a strictly mili-
tary standpoint, the application of low-enriched uranium is prob-
lematic because, fundamentally, what you are doing is you are re-
moving the amount of available energy that you are putting into 
the core. Now, we have decades of experience in using highly en-
riched uranium that allow us to operate these reactors for longer 
and longer time periods. Again, a great example is the OHIO-Class 
replacement core, which will last over 40 years. 

Now, from the U.S. perspective, though, a low-enriched uranium 
core, or pursuit of such things, offers us the chance to take a lead-
ership role. It also offers, within the Naval Reactors Program, a 
chance to balance out the demand signal on our technical commu-
nity because, as we come through the OHIO-Class replacement de-
sign, we are going to taper off in the demand signal. So to sustain 
that workforce, pursuing an advanced fuel system, which would be 
required for a low-enriched uranium, would keep that team work-
ing, which is important to us as we get to the next generation sub-
marine.

Now, the conceptual study, we looked at what it would take to 
develop the low-enriched uranium core and what it would take to 
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deploy. The development we estimate would take about 10 to 15 
years. It would take an advanced fuel system because you are try-
ing to figure out how to load more fuel because it has less energy. 
And it would take, again, 10 to 15 years and it would be on the 
order of about $1 billion. Any work that we put towards that would 
be of value to the Naval Reactors Program because, again, ad-
vanced fuel-cell systems, we could leverage that and even use high-
ly enriched uranium. 

The conceptual plan has several off-ramps. I talked before about 
irradiated samples that allow us to examine materials. The plan 
lays out several phases of irradiated materials that we would take 
and look at, and over those 10 to 15 years, it would allow us to 
take some off-ramps to decide whether it was appropriate to pursue 
the low-enriched uranium core. 

The conceptual study examines going after a potential use in a 
carrier core. That is a bigger core than a submarine, and it is not 
practical today to go do that in a submarine core. So, again, success 
could not be assured in this effort; 10 to 15 years just to develop 
the fuel system and probably another 10 years or so to actually de-
ploy the fuel system, that means to construct it and deploy it in 
a ship. 

So we are several generations away, but the conceptual plan lays 
out this opportunity. And if that is the path that we end up going 
down, it would take money above what we currently have in our 
budget because we could not do it at the expense of the work that 
we are doing today to support today’s fleet and the OHIO-Class re-
placement and so forth. 

So the plan lays out a conceptual plan starting in fiscal year 
2018, I hope that answers your question, ma’am. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Yes, thank you very much. 
All right, General Klotz, could you tell me, does NNSA need to 

produce any pits to support the current and planned life extension 
programs?

Mr. KLOTZ. Current, no; future, yes, and so that is the path that 
we are on. The major demand signal for being able to manufacture 
pits will be when we get into what we call the Interoperable War-
head 1, which will most likely start off addressing the Air Force’s 
need to do a life extension program for the current W78 warhead. 
In the meantime, however, we do not have a capability to produce 
pits and in great number, so we are in the process of doing some 
significant work at Los Alamos National Laboratory in repurposing 
existing facility space in a building called PF–4 and another build-
ing called Irradiation Laboratory. This year, we will begin analysis 
of alternatives, on what is known as the modular approach to 
building additional capacity at Los Alamos to begin to develop pits 
on the schedule, which the Congress has directed us to do in subse-
quent National Defense Authorization acts. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, and I had one follow-up to—— 
Mr. KLOTZ. Yes, ma’am. 
Ms. KAPTUR [continuing]. An earlier issue, and that is 

dismantlements. In addition of your earlier points, is not work lev-
eling at Pantex also a benefit to increasing the rate of 
dismantlements?
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Mr. KLOTZ. Well, with additional people, of course, obviously, 
that gives you the opportunity to level the work between the dis-
mantlement and the life extension work that has to go on because 
the skill sets, in many respects, are the same, so with the addi-
tional 30 to 40 to 45 people at Pantex and the additional people at 
Y–12, that gives you a great deal more flexibility. 

General DAVIS. I would say, normally, we do use dismantlements 
to work to balance a workload at Pantex. In this case, the folks we 
bring on to accelerate those will be dedicated to that effort until 
that is complete. 

Ms. KAPTUR. I have a final question of each of you. In general 
terms, is there any unmet scientific horizon or necessary workforce 
capability that you consider primary to conducting your responsibil-
ities more ably? So science and workforce development. 

Mr. KLOTZ. Well, I will go ahead and start. The biggest challenge 
that we are facing at the moment, of course, is the graying—and 
I can say that, at my age—of our workforce, both on the Federal 
side, but, more importantly, in our laboratories and our production 
facilities. In many places we have a high number of people who are 
now eligible to retire. Many of them will not because they love 
what they are doing or they have got personal financial reasons 
why they want to continue to work, but they are certainly eligible 
to do that. So we need to make sure, both, again, on the Federal 
side and the laboratory side, that we are doing all the things that 
we need to do to recruit the next generation of leadership in this 
particular endeavor. So that is one of our greatest challenges by 
the way, in fields, STEM fields, which there is very high demand 
in the commercial sector for right now, so I would say that is one 
of the key things that we need to address. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. 
Ms. HARRINGTON. So I would add to that that some of the chal-

lenges that we face now, many of the challenges, for example, that 
we have seen in Iran, have monitoring a really unique arrange-
ment to limit their nuclear activities to peaceful ones only, has 
made us really, I think, through what are all of the things within 
the nuclear fuel cycle that we need to be more aware of, how would 
we have more comprehensive monitoring, especially as countries 
continue to move forward with their nuclear power programs. 

So that is an area that really is of concern and, very clearly, how 
would we possibly detect any terrorist acquisition or intent to uti-
lize nuclear radiological materials and, again, getting down to 
smaller quantities, more difficult movements to detect. So those are 
the sorts of things. 

But, again, reinforcing what the administrator said, being able to 
link some of these activities to universities, being able to draw tal-
ented young students into these programs, for example, through 
our university consortia, has provided both a unique pathway for 
us to get new talent, but it also helps universities identify areas 
of research that are really relevant to our mission. So we will con-
tinue to pursue those programs, but I have no doubt we will see 
new challenges in the future and we will have to go back to our 
labs and test their capabilities on a regular basis. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. General? 
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General DAVIS. Yes, so for Defense Programs, I would say it is 
probably exascale computing. There was a time, certainly, when 
NNSA drove advanced supercomputing and, basically, industry 
provided us everything we need. Now we are not the primary user 
for advanced supercomputing and exascales. So, as we go to 
exascales, it is important that we are involved, so we can make 
sure that our codes continue to run. Obviously, our modeling sim-
ulation is key to continuing to certify the stockpile and making 
sure that we understand exactly what is going on with those weap-
ons to keep them safe, secure, and reliable. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. Admiral? 
Admiral CALDWELL. Ma’am, I would say that the singularly most 

important thing to enable the success of Naval Reactors’ programs 
is our technical base. This is the funding that goes towards our 
Naval Reactors’ operations and infrastructure to our Naval Reac-
tors’ development and to our program direction. That money really 
goes to support what I call the flywheel, the linchpin, the center 
of gravity for everything that we do. It supports the infrastructure 
of the labs and facilities. It pays for the salaries, for my folks to 
do the oversight and meet our regulatory responsibilities. It pays 
for the scientists, the engineers, and technicians that do everything 
that we do in the program from research, design, construction, op-
eration, fleet support, and dealing with disposal at end of life of the 
core.

That technical base, in fiscal year 2017 budget, the request is for 
$949 million. I could not do what I need to do to support today’s 
fleet, tomorrow’s fleet, to recapitalize the tools, the infrastructure, 
the equipment that I need to be able to ensure the safe, reliable 
operation of reactor plants. I will not go into it now, but there is 
a litany of things that that technical base has enabled, all the re-
search and development that eventually goes into reactor plant de-
sign. The electric drive on OHIO-class replacement is a product of 
all that technical base work over the last several decades. The 
OHIO-class replacement life of the ship fuel is also a result of dec-
ades of work in that technical base. Every day that technical base 
responds to requests from the fleet on the order of 4,000 requests 
per year for technical assistance that keeps our fleet operating. So 
your support to fund that technical base is absolutely essential to 
what I do. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. Thank you very much for your testi-
mony today. Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. 
Mr. FLEISCHMANN [presiding]. Thank you. Mr. Klotz, I have a 

question about security, sir. This committee has long been con-
cerned and acted on those concerns about security funding at 
NNSA sites for several years. 

There has been an increased workload placed on life extension 
programs at NNSA’s production facilities in next year’s budget. Is 
there a corresponding need to increase the security budget or the 
security budget to accommodate those increases, and how will that 
be accomplished, sir? 

Mr. KLOTZ. Thank you very much for that question, and of 
course, safe, secure, and effective security ranks up there in the 
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very top of what we have to do in order to protect these assets, as 
well as the people who work around them. 

One of the things, since we came into the position a couple of 
years ago, that we have stressed is first of all making sure we had 
the right people in the right positions throughout our security ap-
paratus.

We had a lot of vacancies. We had a lot of people who were in 
acting positions, and we have placed great stress on getting highly 
qualified people into key positions both at headquarters here in 
Washington, DC as well as at our site offices, and also making the 
same stress on the M&O partners that we work with. 

The other thing we called for was development of a security road-
map. This was another idea that came out of the Congress, and 
that has been produced. If you do not have a copy of that, also in 
addition to making copies of that document available, I would be 
very delighted to make that available as well. 

We are also again at the direction of the Congress taking a look 
at sort of a 10-year plan for how we refresh all of our sites. A lot 
of the perimeter intrusion detection alarm systems, the PIDAS, 
such as the one we have at Y–12, are beginning to age out in terms 
of sensors, the cameras, other aspects of that. 

So, we are working with the CSTART—please do not ask me 
what that acronym stands for. It is an operation that we have that 
Sandia National Laboratories spearheads for all of our sites in co-
operation with DOD. Again, another product of congressional direc-
tion, which is yielding a lot of benefits in terms of how we go for-
ward in terms of that security. 

At the end of the day though, it boils down to making sure we 
have, you know, the people, and the good people to do that work, 
and so we have asked for some additional money in that area to 
help build up our capabilities. 

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Very good, sir. Thank you. I have a question 
about lithium, and whomever would like to answer that. The Gov-
ernment Accounting Office and the Department of Energy’s own In-
spector General’s reviews highlighted a shortage of lithium for use 
in refurbishing nuclear weapons, saying the demand had risen and 
could lead to a lithium shortage at Y–12 by 2018. 

Could you discuss your plans to respond on how it will affect life 
extension programs, and does the budget request indicate a 2-year 
delay in replacing the lithium facility? 

General DAVIS. Congressman Fleischmann, thanks for that ques-
tion. As you know, lithium is an important material used in U.S. 
nuclear weapons. The GAO did do a report and said that the exist-
ing supply of lithium would be used up in 2018. The key word 
there really is the ‘‘existing’’ supply. 

NNSA does have a plan to create enough useable lithium to get 
out to 2028 by doing two things. First of all, we will convert lith-
ium from dismantled weapons, and we also have an existing feed-
stock of lithium that will convert into the proper type of lithium 
for the life extension programs. 

Of course, we will need to sustain the current lithium production 
capability at Y–12 until a replacement facility does come on line. 
To that end, we started an analysis of alternatives using the 
NNSA’s process last month. We expect that to be done by the end 
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of this fiscal year. That will examine essentially all the options that 
are available, everything from recapitalizing the current capabili-
ties at Y–12 to perhaps looking at the potential for commercial pro-
viders to provide this capability. 

So, we plan to have that capability on line no later than 2025, 
giving us 3 years of cushion in between the time that capability 
comes on line and we expect to run out of the existing supply of 
lithium.

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Thank you, sir. I would like to talk about Y– 
12’s alarm response training. Ms. Harrington, before I ask you that 
question, I want to thank you. You came to Oak Ridge and actually 
spoke at our ETEC meeting, were very warmly received, and I real-
ly appreciate your coming in there. 

That is a group that meets every Friday at Oak Ridge, and it is 
DOE, business people. It is just a great group of contractors, and 
many of you have been there. We get a lot done in that forum, and 
thank you for attending. 

Y–12 has been called the ‘‘Fort Knox of highly enriched ura-
nium.’’ How are you using Y–12’s expertise in securing our Nation’s 
highly enriched uranium to secure sensitive nuclear or radiological 
sites around the globe? 

How do you see an increased role for Y–12’s alarm response 
training that trains personnel responding to civilian nuclear and 
radiological security alarms? 

Ms. HARRINGTON. Thank you, Congressman. It was truly my 
pleasure to come down and spend time with ETEC. It is a remark-
ably energetic and terrific group. There is just such a sense of com-
munity there, you should be very proud. 

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Thank you. 
Ms. HARRINGTON. So, our alarm response training program, I 

think, is a terrific example, number one, of utilization of excessed 
buildings. I think we are now in our second excessed building. The 
first one, we outgrew. It was the old clinic at Y–12, and we identi-
fied it as being suitable for the type of training that we do there. 

Our new facility, and I was there for the ribbon cutting on that 
one, is even better because it provides us a more diverse set of sce-
nario’s within the building, as well as a very nice training area 
with monitors where you can see the simulated attacks and re-
sponse, how a response force would actually have to respond. 

So, it is as close to real life as you can get with blue and red 
plastic guns, but it is a really effective way to train emergency re-
sponders, local police forces, university police forces on how to re-
spond and keep their communities safe. 

So, it has been a terrific opportunity, and we have trained thou-
sands of people from across the United States already. 

We are also using it to bring our international participants not 
only to have them go through the training, but to help them see 
how they can set up similar training facilities themselves, particu-
larly in areas where there is higher risk for this kind of intrusion. 

So, it has been a terrific test bed for us. It has really paid off 
to communities all across the United States. We are in the process, 
as I said, of expanding both how we use it for international guests, 
but particularly as a model for how to do this well. 
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Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Thank you. General Davis, I have a final 
question for you, sir, on the Supply Chain Management Center. 
Members of the small business community have discussed with me 
rather at length the challenges with NNSA’s Supply Chain Man-
agement Center, and more specifically, the enterprise-wide procure-
ment agreements. 

I have been told that NNSA is aware of these concerns. Are there 
plans to address these issues to give small businesses a more level 
playing field to compete on procurements, sir? 

Mr. KLOTZ. Can I take that? 
Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. KLOTZ. Just 2 weeks ago, I joined all the members of the 

New Mexico congressional delegation for a first ever industry day 
that the Supply Chain Management Center has held in New Mex-
ico or anywhere else for that matter, in order to address the con-
cerns of small businesses. 

Four hundred people signed up, 300 people showed up. They 
heard from the congressional delegations. They heard from the 
manager of the Supply Chain Management Center. 

What the Supply Chain Management Center is—it is located in 
Kansas City at our operation there, but it is a strategic sourcing 
center which basically serves as a facilitator for companies all over 
the United States to become a supplier of commodities to not just 
NNSA’s eight sites, but many Environmental Management, EM 
sites, as well. 

The purpose of the get-together there was to address the very 
concerns which small businesses in the State of New Mexico, par-
ticularly northern New Mexico, have expressed about the Supply 
Chain Management Center, to tell them how it actually works. 

We do not direct—NNSA and the Department of Energy do not 
direct people to use the Supply Chain Management Center. We cre-
ated it as an opportunity for our M&O partners to reduce costs by 
buying strategically. 

But it is also a great opportunity for small businesses in New 
Mexico, but elsewhere too in fact, to do business with DOE and 
with NNSA, and in some cases, to actually expand beyond the local 
regional areas in which they may do business now to nationwide. 

So, we gave them an opportunity to learn how the Supply Chain 
Management Center works. We gave them an opportunity to talk 
face-to-face with the commodity managers from Kansas City and 
also the procurement officers from each of our sites, which are part 
of the M&O contractors, and we are in the process of collecting 
data which we will share with the New Mexico delegation as well 
as you, sir, and this committee as to how many people responded 
and what the feedback was to that. 

We have also changed a little bit of our processes and proce-
dures. We set this thing up 10 years ago. As a former boss of mine 
used to say, when you are talking about fallible human beings 
working in complex organizations, there is 100 percent chance we 
do not get 100 percent right 100 percent of the time. 

So, we know there are some adjustments. We have put in a pro-
vision whereby instead of being a national supplier, you can be a 
regional supplier. In fact, we have had one New Mexico company 
that has very successfully taken advantage of that change. 
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Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Thank you, sir. Appreciate that, and appre-
ciate your endeavors in that regard. My final comment would be to 
Admiral Caldwell. I want to thank you for taking the time to come 
to my office to meet with me to go over naval reactors in detail. 
I knew your predecessor. He did a great job as well. 

I just wanted to convey from the Oak Ridge community how 
much we and I cherish the relationship with the Navy, and all that 
you do for our country, and we hope we will be able to continue 
on into the future to provide the much needed fuel as the Navy 
goes forward, sir. 

Admiral CALDWELL. Thank you, sir. We value that relationship. 
As I think I told you in your office, I endeavor to enhance and 
strengthen that relationship going forward. 

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Thank you, sir. With that, Congressman For-
tenberry, do you have any questions? 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Yes, briefly, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. As 
Chairman Simpson had alluded to earlier and you all gave a good 
forthright answer about your commitment to nonproliferation, but 
as it is showing up in budgetary matters, it is sending a signal that 
you are going to need to explain what you very well did. 

One of the complaints about government is agencies spin down 
monies they have in order to build upon baseline for more expendi-
tures in the previous year—in the next year, rather. 

So, in this regard, you are to be very much commended for again 
being frank that there was an absorption capacity problem with 
other partners. You had some leftover funds. You were living under 
caps, that is a reality, so you are effectively turning money back 
to the government, or directing it anyway. 

That creates the problem for next year. You better hope all of us 
are still here when you come back and show an added expenditure 
above a new baseline. I think we ought to make an asterisk and 
note for the record in that regard. 

Two other quick issues. One is you mentioned the graying work-
force problem, graying personnel problem that you are having. I 
have raised this with the Nuclear Threat Initiative as well, the 
idea of the next generation of academic experts, of scientists, non-
proliferation persons who willingly cast themselves into the stra-
tegic thinking of nonproliferation, military and nonmilitary. 

Where are we in this regard? Are we treading water? I do not 
see much enthusiasm frankly for this field among the next genera-
tion, and that worries me. 

The second question is regarding the International Atomic En-
ergy Agency. I raised some of this earlier with the Secretary. I 
think they grow in relevance, they grow in prominence as again 
whatever architecture we are going to have for the next 100 years 
to assure that civilization is not under grave threats from nuclear 
annihilation. That entity grows in its potential impact to keep us 
safe.

Are you comfortable with, again, our shaping of that institution’s 
culture? We have, I think, an excellent director general. That con-
tinuity of process is essential, and that is harder to control in inter-
national environments. 

So, those two questions, please. 
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Mr. KLOTZ. Let me start, and Anne has some thoughts on this 
as well. You are right. There was a period of time where strategic 
studies, nuclear studies, defense studies in general—there were 
more opportunities in various academic institutions across the 
United States, including the ones when I attended, and that sort 
of fell off with the end of the Cold War. 

I think there has been sort of a resurgence of interest, a lot of 
it fueled not so much by the nuclear strategic force side of things, 
but the nonproliferation, the nuclear security field. 

We have had a number of programs in which we have tried to 
draw upon that expertise, one of them is the NNSA graduate fel-
lows program, where we bring in some of the best and brightest out 
of recent graduate programs and undergraduate programs to work 
with us at NNSA for a year, and then hopefully stay or go on to 
the laboratories. 

We have had a very, very good success rate in terms of— 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Are there Centers of Excellence in this regard 

across the country that you primarily turn to or is it coming from 
multiple disciplines? 

Ms. HARRINGTON. Well, there is a group of targets, universities, 
for example—I hate to keep picking on you, sir, but the University 
of Tennessee. 

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Bless you for that. 
Ms. HARRINGTON. Howard Hall runs a super program there, but 

he is not the only one to have recognized that we need first-rate 
university based programs that not only look at the technical 
issues but blend those with the international relations and policy 
issues.

We would love to bring some of our fellows to meet you. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. You could place one in my office if you like. 

We have more than we can handle. 
Ms. HARRINGTON. We cannot say that too loudly around our folks 

because they are eager and they are talented, and they are ex-
tremely bright. Some of them actually end up going to the IAEA 
as junior professional officers. 

We have a lot of young talent that feeds into the IAEA like that. 
They will go over, they will spend a couple of years in a junior posi-
tion doing regular staff work, learning an enormous amount, but 
carrying with them all of the things they have learned working 
with us. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. So, segue that into my question about the 
IAEA.

Mr. KLOTZ. It is a very important question, and I think with the 
JCPOA and as we move into the post-Nuclear Security Summit 
world with the Nuclear Security Summit that President Obama 
will host at the end of March, beginning of April of this year, the 
IAEA and other international organizations will likely have an 
even larger role and more important role to play in that process. 

The United States has been intimately involved with the IAEA 
since its creation in the 1950s. I think we know the organization 
very, very well. As I said earlier, we provide training. We provide 
technology. We help them develop their concepts. 

Now, it is not just a U.S.-driven thing. We have some great inter-
national partners who also believe this is an important organiza-
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tion and also commit resources and talent to the effective operation 
of the IAEA. 

We also have a lot of Americans over there serving, as Anne sug-
gested, in a variety of leadership positions as well as early career 
positions in the IAEA. 

As the Secretary said this morning, it is something we are going 
to have to pay attention to as one of the member nations of the 
IAEA to make sure they have the funding they need, either 
through voluntary contributions or through regular annual budg-
ets, to take on the increased workload that we have called upon 
them to take. 

I share your sentiment. I think the leadership, not just at the 
level of the director general, but among the number of the deputy 
director generals and throughout the staff, is absolutely first rate. 

I guess the bottom line is our sense is the IAEA is a very serious, 
very sober, and very professional organization, and one in which we 
feel very confident in working closely with as well as other member 
nations through this international organization to deal with issues 
of nuclear security that we have talked about. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Thank you all very much. 
Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Thank you. Mr. Visclosky, do you have any 

questions, sir? 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. I do. Perhaps you can go to Ms. Kaptur first. 
Mr. FLEISCHMANN. I will recognize Ms. Kaptur first. Ms. Kaptur? 
Ms. KAPTUR. Yes, as the afternoon wears on, you know we get 

more creative. In listening to your plea for follow-on staff, filling 
the bench that is coming forward, it reminded me—I will just tell 
you the world I live in, from Toledo, Ohio to Cleveland, with lots 
of universities and lots of young people thinking about what their 
future is going to be. 

I recently spoke with the new head of the Berkeley Lab, Mike 
Witherell. I said one of the things we need, whether you are the 
man or we find somebody—when I was growing up there was some-
thing called ‘‘Mr. Wizard.’’ Mr. Wizard used to be on TV, and I 
watched that. That was a really good show. You are too young. 

I said we need a Mr. Wizard out there somewhere. I was think-
ing about two science centers that I represent, one in Toledo called 
Imagination Station, and one in Cleveland called the Great Lakes 
Science Center. Thousands of children go through there every year. 

They have no clue who you are or what you do or even that you 
exist. We have no lab in our part of the country. We have great 
engineering schools, great scientists, but the Federal Government 
does not really meet in my region very effectively. 

A couple of years ago we had Sailor of the Year from Toledo, 
Ohio, but you cannot get one of your subs up the St. Lawrence Sea-
way, I guarantee you that, Admiral. 

Admiral CALDWELL. You never know where we show up. 
Ms. KAPTUR. I am waiting. My point is your budget is quite siz-

able, and there are lots of funds spent on communication and mes-
saging. You may not be the proper place in the Federal Govern-
ment to do this, Ms. Harrington, but I really want to push you a 
little bit to think about the assets that you do have, and how one 
would develop broadcasting a programming that would link to our 
science centers. 
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You must have old collections. You must have very interesting 
materials stored in warehouses all over the place. I am not the only 
representative who has these incredible institutions in their com-
munities trying to help raise the next generation and trying to find 
a way to engage them. 

Now, there is a man that broadcasts, and I have no investment 
in his company or I do not even know if he has a company or if 
it is a nonprofit, named Bob Ballard, who goes and finds all the 
ship wrecks. He works for National Geographic some of the time, 
and the kids are, you know, this is really a big deal. 

We had an old tanker that went down in Lake Erie many dec-
ades ago. Just getting all the oil out of that thing and doing it in 
the right way, virtually showing it on a big screen in these science 
centers. The kids get really interested. 

I know you work at such a different level, but there just might 
be a way of bringing some individuals in from these science centers 
and just talking to them, do a convening from places like I rep-
resent across the country, and link to them and the teachers that 
are taking these thousands of kids, can you imagine what that is 
like, school lunches, everybody has to have boots on, and you have 
to take them down there, and they go through these exhibits. 

Can you imagine whatever you could draw from the nuclear 
Navy, what you might have there, and these kids would be inter-
ested.

General Davis, whether it is additive manufacturing, we have 
some of these platforms and these science centers, but what you 
might bring to it, and from the science arena, Ms. Harrington, 
what you must have that you cannot communicate to us here but 
maybe something in there, is finding somebody like a Bob Ballard. 
I am not pushing him but he knows how to reach the public. 

I think you could really be a force, you could really be a force 
out there, and I do not even like the name ‘‘STEM.’’ I always say 
‘‘STEAM,’’ because if you do not have the arts, the rest of it does 
not really work. So, I always talk about STEM, not STEAM. You 
have to have the other half of the brain there, too. 

I just think we shortchange our children, especially from Wash-
ington, because we seem so far away, but I just urge you to think 
about a mechanism to draw in—you know, General Klotz, you can 
think of a way to do this, particularly the Department of Energy 
is far removed from the ordinary person compared to something 
like the SBA, you know. That is on the ground and they have 
agents and all these other things going around, or the FBI. 

I would just urge you to consider that. You might have some-
thing to offer, and I thank you. 

Admiral CALDWELL. Can I offer a comment on that? I think you 
might be surprised if you were to go around to naval institutions 
around the United States, and I would venture to say even Army, 
Air Force, Marine Corps institutions, that you would find in the 
public a lot of military members involved in their communities in 
advancing STEM and probably STEAM to some extent. 

There are a variety of programs out there, things from robotics 
to developing undersea vehicles. I know some folks in my head-
quarters have been involved in things they are interested in, and 
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helping students learn about science, and even the labs have folks 
they have sponsored and brought in that pursued science. 

So, there is a lot of that that goes on at various levels across the 
United States with service members and people who are in the 
Federal Government that are interacting with folks on a human 
level and developing interest in science. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Admiral. I was thinking of a man that 
works for our court system in one of the counties I represent. He 
takes children that have been through the court system—he is ac-
tually a parole officer—but one of the projects that they involved 
hundreds of children in is building ships, seaworthy vessels to go 
out on the Great Lakes. Can you imagine that? These kids are just 
into it. We have not lost anybody yet. 

I am hearing what you are saying, but I am thinking if you could 
create a spot for it inside the department, and we did not have a 
chance to mention that to the Secretary this morning. 

By the way, I have to say yesterday the Medal of Honor was pre-
sented to a wonderful member of our Armed Forces who was born 
in Toledo, my home, and grew up in Grand Rapids, Ohio, which I 
used to represent and do not any longer, but we are very honored 
by his service. 

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. I want to thank the ranking member for her 
comments. Thank you very much. Mr. Visclosky? 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Ad-
ministrator, a recent National Academy of Sciences’ report rec-
ommended a clean slate approach to building new nuclear weapons 
and building prototypes in order to exercise design and production 
skills.

Do you agree with the recommendation, and do you believe 
NNSA and the labs should be focused on building prototypes, and 
if so, do you have any sense on the cost and how it compares with 
other priorities you have today? 

Mr. KLOTZ. Thank you, Congressman. That is a very important 
question. I think within the NNSA and within the DOE, we cer-
tainly recognize the importance of exercising our capability to do 
the whole range of activities associated with nuclear weapons from 
cradle to grave, design, development, manufacturing, prototype 
building, and testing. 

Now, there was a letter sent from each of the laboratory directors 
that were sent at the request of the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee which addressed the importance of all this, but the sense I 
took from that is a lot of the work associated with that kind of 
chain of activities is already being done in the very robust scientific 
and technical work that is done in support of the stockpile steward-
ship program and life extension programs. 

There was a report that was recently rendered that talked about 
the possibility of prototyping, and there is some congressional lan-
guage that directs that, I think in the NDAA. That language was 
passed relatively late in the year, in December 2015, of course. 

So, we have been looking at how we would operationalize that, 
recognizing there is costs associated with that, that there are a lot 
of other priorities within the NNSA portfolio, that if we are going 
to do a program in this particular regard, we need to vet it as a 
program that would require the Nuclear Weapons Council blessing 
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of it as well as appropriation authorization from the Congress to 
do that. 

Well before this congressional language came down, General 
Davis’ folks had already established a thing called the ‘‘Defense 
Program Advisory Committee,’’ and that is one of the things we 
specifically asked them to take a look at, and they are expected to 
report out in the early part of this year. 

So, this is something under active consideration. I think we are 
actually doing more in this area than we often recognize we are or 
are given credit for. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. If I could ask, on the interoperable warhead, how 
much work is slated to be done in 2017, if any at all, and how 
much capability are you retaining to support the interoperable war-
head, which was deferred at least 5 years from 2015 to 2020? 

General DAVIS. Sir, within the actual program for the W78–1, 
there is no money asked for in fiscal year 2017. Within the RDT&E 
program, we will be doing some work that will prepare for certifi-
cation of that system, and to make sure that we understand the 
challenges with certifying a system that will have a common nu-
clear explosive package. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Okay. 
Mr. KLOTZ. On some of the work that was done, there was a 120- 

day study after that work terminated to make sure we fully cap-
tured and archived the work that had been done up to that par-
ticular point. 

As General Davis indicated, the timing of that was moved to the 
right because of other priorities within the budget and a question 
of when do we need that kind of capability, and as I mentioned ear-
lier, it comes up with the need to do a life extension program or 
do something with the W78 warhead. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Okay. Right before we broke for votes earlier in 
the hearing, you had talked about deferred maintenance, and I 
think the backlog was $3.7 billion. I also understand that report-
edly by 2019, NNSA may have up to 600 excess facilities. 

Closing facilities, despite people’s assumption that it is easy to 
do, I appreciate that it is not, but also to the extent you can save 
money on deferred maintenance on facilities that are no longer 
needed by the United States of America, it is a savings. 

Where is the administration on that and what difficulties are you 
facing? Is it a question of money or any help that the committee 
can give to you? I do not diminish the problem of closing anything. 

Mr. KLOTZ. There are two major problems. The most important 
one is, of course, money to do that. As I mentioned earlier in a con-
strained budget environment, the first dollar always goes to the 
mission and to the people who perform that particular mission. 
These other things get deferred. 

To actually give you the numbers, at the end of fiscal year 2015, 
which just passed, we had 421 excess facilities in NNSA, 90 of 
which we identified as high-risk facilities. 

Now, the other problem, of course, is some of our facilities are 
contaminated, so before we either demolish them or turn them over 
to Environmental Management to do the demolition and disposition 
of it, we have to do some remediation associated with that. That 
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also is both technically challenging and costly. But we are ramping 
up the things that we want to do in the area of disposition. 

One of the most important things, in this particular budget, is 
we just opened up, a year or so, a new facility in Kansas City. We 
got out of a 3.2 million square foot World War II-era production fa-
cility into one half the size, a lot less expensive to operate, far more 
efficient, and we are asking for money in 2017 to disposition that 
by turning it over to a private developer, which can disposition that 
facility for about $200 million, where we estimated it would cost 
the Federal Government $900 million. That will take a lot of our 
square footage out. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Taking Kansas City as an example, is there 
much as far as job loss in communities that are attached to some 
of these excess facilities or is it simply a question of they are not 
efficient for other uses at that location, they are simply not being 
used for the purposes of NNSA? I assume at some point there are 
considerations of potential job loss in communities. 

Mr. KLOTZ. No, sir. I would have to go back and dig into that. 
My initial reaction is no. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. That is not part of it? 
Mr. KLOTZ. It is not part of it, because we move those people into 

other facilities as we build other facilities. In every facility, for in-
stance, if we create a new facility to do a particular type of oper-
ation, the facility that people leave to go into that, we take a look 
at it and say could this be repurposed, could it be used for other 
purposes, or is the condition of the facility such that it is time to 
get rid of it. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Okay. 
Mr. KLOTZ. We used to have a rule when I was in the Air Force 

to build a building, tear a building down, unless you had some 
other purpose for it. That is an aspiration that is not always 
backed up by the funds to do it. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. One final point and more of a point having worn 
a number of hats on this subcommittee, and remembering con-
versations and directives from the committee on lab directed re-
search, looking at my notes for the hearing, I understand there are 
new accounting rules that went into effect in October. 

I also understand that the Laboratory Commission made certain 
recommendations, and I hope after all of these years we are mak-
ing some progress on that. 

Mr. KLOTZ. I am not the expert—— 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. Overhead. deja vu here. 
Mr. KLOTZ. Yes, I know that came up in the testimony earlier 

with the Secretary, and it is something I am not the expert on in 
terms of that, other than to say—— 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. You need to be. 
Mr. KLOTZ. I know. There has been some legislation that set a 

floor of no less than 5 percent, no more than seven percent on that. 
I will tell you when I talk to the laboratory directors and the 

plant directors for plant directed research and development, they 
say this is one of the most important tools they have in terms of 
recruitment, in terms of retention of qualified individuals, and in 
terms of actually doing some leading edge science. 
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Mr. VISCLOSKY. I would not argue that point, but there are limi-
tations. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Thank you, Mr. Visclosky. I believe we will 
conclude our hearing today. I want to thank each and every one of 
you for your service to our country and for performing the vital 
tasks that NNSA does for our great Nation. 

With that, we will gavel out. 
Mr. KLOTZ. Thank you, sir. 



82



83



84



85



86



87



88



89



90



91



92



93



94



95



96



97



98



99



100



101



102



103



104



105



106



107



108



109



110



111



112



113



114



115



116



117



118



119



120



121


		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-08-02T15:24:06-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




